
Minutes of the April 24-25, 2014 

Meeting of the Western Interstate Energy Board 

Denver, Colorado 

 

Chairman John Chatburn (ID) called to order the meeting of the Western Interstate Energy Board 

at 8:00 a.m. on April 24.   The following state/provincial representatives participated in the 

meeting: 

 

 Alberta   David James 

 British Columbia  Alan Barber 

 California   Janea Scott 

 Colorado   Jeff Ackermann 

 Idaho     John Chatburn 

 Montana   Jeff Blend 

Nevada   Rebecca Wagner 

 Oregon   Lisa Schwartz 

 Saskatchewan   Mike Balfour 

 Utah    Samantha Julian 

 Washington   Toni Usibelli (by webinar) 

 

Also present at the Board meeting were: John Shenot and Ken Colburn (Regulatory Assistance 

Project); Thomas Curry and Rob LaCount (MJ Bradley &Associates); Gabriel Petron (NOAA);  

Mike Silverstein (CO Department of Public Health & Environment); Tom Moore (Western 

States Air Resources Council);  Lynn Westfall (EIA, via webinar); Arne Olson and Nick Schlag 

(E3); Jeff Burks (Energy Strategies); Gary Graham (Western Resource Advocates); Doug Larson 

(WIEB Executive Director); and Steve Ellenbecker, Jennifer Gardner, Thomas Carr, Alaine 

Ginocchio, Richard McAllister, and Jim Williams (WIEB staff).  

 

The meeting was webcast and recorded.   All presentations are posted on the agenda. 

 

Chairman Chatburn briefly reviewed the meeting agenda, and invited any requests for additions 

or changes.   There were none.   He then asked Doug Larson to give the Executive Director’s 

Report. 

 

Executive Director’s Report 

 

Doug Larson, Executive Director, WIEB: 

 

In his Report, Mr. Larson reviewed the changing nature of the initiatives which have been 

addressed by WIEB over time, beginning in the 1980s.   He explained that much of the focus 
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beginning in 2009 has been the work of the State-Provincial Steering Committee (SPSC), which 

the Board authorized as the organization to implement the DOE ARRA grant.  The SPSC 

mission has focused on three priorities: providing input into regional transmission planning, 

enabling the integration of large amounts of variable energy resources, and working to improve 

the efficient use of the existing electric grid.  Mr. Larson also reviewed the key WIEB activities 

over the last year which are explained in detail in the Board Activities Report, including: the gas-

electric systems’ interdependency study; the bifurcation of the Western Electric Coordinating 

Council into WECC and Peak Reliability; exploring new utility business and regulatory models; 

examining methane leakage in the life cycles of coal and natural gas generation; promoting 

discussion of the potential value of  an Energy Imbalance Market (EIM); identifying best 

practices in integrating variable energy resources; and launching an educational effort to examine 

the implication of EPA’s regulation of greenhouse gases under Section 111(d) of the Clean Air 

Act. 

 

Mr. Larson presented a diagram identifying a broad spectrum of Western energy issues, and 

specifically summarized those areas in which WIEB has done or is doing significant work. He 

also identified energy issues where WIEB is not actively engaged.   Links were also provided in 

the diagram to the discussion topics in the 2014 WIEB Activities Report.  He clarified that his 

objective in presenting the diagram was to help the Board identify areas of potential future work 

by WIEB.  In addition, he suggested criteria the Board should use in prioritizing areas of work 

into the future including: 

 Does the topic have multi-state/provincial implications? 

 Will work on the issue cause change in the West? 

 Are there other groups better situated to address the issue? 

 Is there (or could there be) funding to support work on this topic? 

  

Mr. Larson concluded his Report with a summary of the financial and staff transitions facing 

WIEB.  He summarized the changes in funding sources since 1977 for WIEB, WIRAB and 

SPSC.  The most significant funding source, the DOE ARRA grant that supports the work of the 

SPSC, ends in April 2015. He explained that while SPSC will potentially disband in April 2015, 

the proposed 2015 WIRAB budget (subject to FERC approval) includes funding to continue 

work the SPSC has done which is related to evaluating the reliability of the grid. Tasks not 

assumed by WIRAB will likely move to WIEB’s Committee on Regional Electric Power 

Cooperation (CREPC) but additional funding will have to be raised to support them.  Mr. Larson 

explained that while funds are sufficient for fiscal year 2014-15 beginning July 1, additional 

funding sources will be needed in fiscal year 2015-16 in order to maintain current staff levels. He 

added that, in fiscal year 2015-16, the Board will need to raise new revenues or use reserve funds 

which currently approximate $2 million. 

 

Regarding staff transitions, Mr. Larson explained that he will begin working part-time July 1, 

2014 and will continue to serve as Executive Director until a new director is found or the fall of 
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2014, whichever comes first.  After the new director is hired, Mr. Larson would like to serve as a 

senior advisor.  The Board deferred any decision on the search process for a new director until 

the business meeting the next day.  Last, Mr. Larson explained that Alison Wilson will be 

retiring in the next year and the current age distribution of WIEB staff will add to turnover 

uncertainties. 

 

Regulation of CO2 Emissions from Existing Power Plants - CAA Sect. 111(d) 

 

Steve Ellenbecker, Project Manager, WIEB: 

 

Steve Ellenbecker (WIEB) gave a brief report summarizing the collaboration to date among 

WIEB, CREPC and SPSC to foster education and communications among Western states prior to 

EPA’s June release of a proposed rule governing GHG emissions from existing power plants, 

under authority of Section 111(d) of the Clean Air Act (CAA). He referenced the joint webinar 

the organizations hosted on March 5 and the March 25 panel at the joint SPSC/CREPC meeting 

in Tempe, AZ.  Mr. Ellenbecker emphasized that these organizations do not have a defined end 

game compliance strategy in mind, and instead share the objective of continuing collaboration 

among states to better understand the implications of the regulation. 

 

Looking to next steps beyond the Board meeting, Mr. Ellenbecker explained that the Regulatory 

Assistance Project (RAP) will continue to provide technical support by providing a synopsis of 

the proposed rule when it is released in June, and will provide input into the development of a 

$100k Request for Proposals for a consultant to evaluate the details of the regulation and 

alternative compliance measures. 

 

John Shenot, Ken Colburn, Regulatory Assistance Project: 

 

John Shenot and Ken Colburn from RAP then gave a presentation on CAA Section 111(d) as 

part of their role in providing technical support to WIEB/SPSC/CREPC in building education 

around the proposed rule.  The presentation focused on the implications of the rule for the 

Western power sector and possible compliance options. Mr. Shenot and Mr. Colburn explained 

that EPA’s authority to regulate GHG emissions from existing fossil-fueled power plants is 

vested in Section 111(d) of the CAA and, while litigation is almost certain, EPA’s core authority 

appears solid based on a 2007 Supreme Court ruling that GHGs are “air pollutants” and must be 

regulated under the CAA if GHG emissions endanger public health and welfare. They explained 

that EPA will issue a mandatory emission standard(s) that reflects application of the “best system 

of emission reductions”, considering the cost of complying with this emission guideline, to 

which the states must respond by submitting a plan that provides for implementation and 

enforcement of that emission standard(s).  The schedule calls for the proposed rule to be released 
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June 1, 2014, followed by a final rule June 1, 2015, and state compliance plans June 30, 2016.  

They emphasized that this time line is very short in view of its complexity. 

 

Mr. Shenot and Mr. Colburn explained that it remains uncertain how the GHG reduction 

standard will be expressed, i.e., in terms of a rate-based (pounds per MWh) or mass-based 

measure (pounds, on an annual basis). The baseline for measuring emission reductions will also 

be crucial, especially for those who have taken early actions toward emission reductions in 

anticipation that these actions will be recognized as “early actions”.  Another key issue to be 

determined will be EPA’s interpretation of the CAA requirement to allow States to consider the 

“remaining useful life of the existing source”. This determination will be of major significance 

for older plants.  In this regard, Ms. Schwartz asked whether it may be feasible that a state be 

allowed to achieve extra measures of plant efficiency vs. implementing expensive retrofits in a 

plant with a remaining life of five years. Mr. Colburn offered that such a compliance proposal 

makes sense. 

 

Mr. Shenot explained that while major questions remain on the  level of stringency EPA will set 

with the standard(s), there is broad consensus that states will have flexibility in developing 

compliance plans to meet the emission standard(s).  He illustrated that compliance plans may 

range from “inside the fence” or plant-specific options to system solutions that cover an 

aggregation of power plants.  He gave illustrations of a broad spectrum of possible compliance 

measures for plant-specific and aggregation compliance options, including changing dispatch 

order, retiring higher emitting plants, and reducing aggregate generation through end-use 

efficiency gains.  He also gave compliance option examples for a number of Western states, 

including renewable portfolio standards, energy efficiency resource standards, and allowance 

trading systems.  Mr. Colburn emphasized that there will be impacts from compliance measures 

across state lines; for example, where a power plant generates in one state, but serves customers 

in another state. 

 

Board members and WIEB staff then asked questions of the 111(d) panelists and offered 

observations on the forthcoming rule.  Ms. Wagner mentioned that a multi-agency memorandum 

of understanding is one means to ensure coordination among different state agencies in 

coordinating development of a compliance plan.  Mr. Carr mentioned that air regulation is very 

much technology-based.  In his view, mass-based emission regulations make more sense than 

rate-based measures. Ms. Schwartz observed that education is a good start in addressing the 

regulation, but there are likely common protocols for identifying emission reductions associated 

with energy efficiency.  She supported the idea of a Forum for collaboration and information 

exchange, and possible cooperation in identifying or developing technical studies. Mr. Usibelli 

offered support for searching for regional compliance solutions, and identifying possible models 

for compliance.  Ms. Wagner also supported the concept of a Forum if it brings together air 



regulators, PUCs and utilities.  Mr. Blend also supports consideration of a regional approach in 

developing compliance strategies. 

 

Methane Leakage 

Richard McAllister, Project Manager, WIEB: 

The history of this project was presented, starting with its discussion as a possible WIEB 

initiative at the Board meeting in June, 2013 and culminating in contract execution with M.J. 

Bradley & Associates in April, 2014. 

Key concepts for the session were also presented.  One, the concept of life cycle analysis, was 

overviewed from extraction of a fuel through power generation using natural gas as an example.  

It was noted that carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions are associated with the power generation stage, 

and that both CO2 and methane (CH4) emissions are associated with the extraction and 

transportation stages.  A second concept, that of estimation of CH4 emissions, was overviewed 

from both the bottom-up (summing of emissions from individual CH4 sources) and top-down 

perspectives (measurement of atmospheric CH4 concentration and calculation of emissions using 

certain assumptions). 

Tom Curry, Vice President, M.J. Bradley & Associates: 

Life cycle analysis was covered first and in more detail than in the introductory presentation.  It 

was pointed out that methodological considerations (e.g., a shale play scope vs. a national scope) 

must be accounted for in comparing different life cycle analyses.  The top-down and bottom-up 

approaches to estimating CH4 emissions were also reviewed.  For the latter, results of several 

recent life cycle studies were presented.  Bottom-up studies indicate that life cycle greenhouse 

gas emissions for natural gas-fired power generation are approximately 1000 pounds of CO2 

equivalents per megawatt-hour (MWh), whereas emissions of approximately 2500 CO2 

equivalents per MWh are associated with coal-fired generation. 

Since the data source for bottom-up studies is usually the EPA Greenhouse Gas Inventory, this 

inventory was examined in some detail.  The EPA has made several revisions to the oil and gas 

sector’s portion of this inventory since 2010, but many of the underlying emission factors (these 

factors are critical for deriving the Inventory’s emissions) remain those established in the 1990s.  

A detailed breakdown of sources of CH4 emissions in the natural gas life cycle from the 2013 

Greenhouse Gas Inventory was provided.  A CH4 leakage rate of 1.5% is implied for the fuel life 

cycle for gas-fired power generation. 

Two additional topics were addressed.  One, bottom-up estimation of CH4 emissions, was 

characterized as improving.  EPA continues to refine its Greenhouse Gas Inventory data 

collection, and outside organizations such as the Environmental Defense Fund (with industrial 
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and academic partners) are also contributing data.  Second, the White House initiative to reduce 

CH4 emissions was mentioned.  One component of this initiative, a series of white papers 

authored by EPA, addresses mitigation strategies; these papers were recently released.    

Mike Silverstein, Administrator and Technical Secretary, Air Quality Control Commission, 

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment: 

This presentation highlighted Colorado’s new rules (actually revisions to several existing 

regulations, especially Regulation Number 7) that will reduce hydrocarbon emissions.  These are 

nation’s first such state-level rules.  Estimated reductions in volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 

and CH4 will be 94,000 and 64,000 tons per year, respectively.  Estimated cost to the oil & gas 

sector will be $42 million or $450 per ton of VOC reduced.  This price is very cost-effective, 

given that typical costs for reduced emissions are approximately $5000 per ton.  In addition to 

the climate change benefit (i.e., reduced CH4 emissions), an additional benefit of the new rules 

will be reduced ozone concentrations in the Front Range non-attainment area because VOCs are 

ozone precursors. 

Hydrocarbon emissions from a variety of facilities and devices will be addressed by the new 

rules.  These facilities and devices include: 

1. well production facilities:  leak detection and repair (LDAR), using infrared cameras, is 

required during production and maintenance; effective October 15, 2014  

2. storage tanks:  annual emission allowance is reduced from 20 to 6 tons of VOCs per year; 

control devices must be 95% efficient 

3. glycol dehydrators:  annual emission allowance is reduced from 15 to 6 tons of VOCs per year 

(2 tons per year if within ¼ mile of a building); control devices must be 95% efficient    

4. compressor stations:  LDAR inspection is as frequent as monthly; effective January 1, 2015  

5. pneumatic controllers:  VOC emission requirement is that of a low-bleed pneumatic controller 

(no-bleed controllers in areas with electric power use); effective date, May 1, 2014; is now 

effective state-wide 

Dr. Gabrielle Petron, Associate Scientist, Earth System Research Laboratory, NOAA:  

In contrast to the M.J. Bradley & Associates presentation, this presentation focused on the top-

down approach for estimating CH4 emissions.  Although debated, atmospheric CH4 

concentration appears to have increased from 1850 ppb in year 2006 to the present.  Bottom-up 

data from the EPA Greenhouse Gas Inventory imply the opposite trend.  Reconciling this 

difference between top-down and bottom-up estimates of CH4 emissions is important because 

CH4 leakage rates of 1-2% (to replace gasoline- and diesel-fueled vehicles) or 3% (to replace 
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coal-fired power generation) are needed to realize life cycle greenhouse gas benefits in switching 

to natural gas from its counterparts. 

Advantages and challenges of the top-down approach were presented.  Advantages include the 

detection of total CH4 emissions, as well as large-area coverage; challenges are accounting for 

meteorology (e.g., wind speed) and the attribution of emissions to specific sources.  An 

additional consideration presented was the spatial and temporal scaling of top-down estimates.  

A national or global spatial scale is desirable, as contrasted with the usual facility- or basin-level 

scale.  Similarly, most top-down studies are so-called snapshots (i.e., a single point in time), 

whereas an annual or even a multi-year temporal scale is desirable.   

The regional mass balance, top-down approach was described in detail, which uses variables 

such as upwind (background) and downwind CH4 concentrations, wind speed, and volume of the 

airspace to estimate CH4 emitted into the airspace (i.e., CH4 leakage).  One such study, that of the 

Uinta basin in Utah, implied a CH4 leakage rate of approximately 9%.  Top-down studies 

(reviewed by Brandt and colleagues; link to article provided in WIEB annual meeting agenda) 

yield estimates of CH4 leakage approximately 50% greater than those derived from EPA’s 

Greenhouse Gas Inventory.  Possible reasons for this disparity were discussed, including a 

mismatching of spatial and temporal scales between studies. 

Interdependencies between the Western Natural Gas and Electricity Systems 

Alaine Ginocchio, project manager, WIEB: 

Alaine Ginocchio (WIEB) gave a brief report on the project. The region-wide study is 

progressing in two phases:  Phase 1 addresses whether there will be adequate natural gas 

infrastructure to meet the needs of the electric industry in the Western Interconnection 

approximately 10 years in the future (completed); Phase 2 addresses whether the gas system will 

have adequate short-term operational flexibility (completion expected in June 2014).  She 

emphasized the high level of engagement by the stakeholders: utilities, pipeline companies and 

government entities.  The scope of work was developed by a Task Force composed of 

stakeholders from around the West and the project continues to be managed by a group of 

stakeholders, the Technical Advisory Group, which meets for two hours every two weeks with 

the contractors.  In addition, the pipeline companies are performing hydraulic modeling for 

Phase 2 of the study. 

Nick Schlag and Arne Olson, Energy and Environmental Economics (E3): 

Arne Olson and Nick Schlag of Energy and Environmental Economics presented the 

methodology and results for Phase 1 of the Study.  Some key findings include the following:   

 Gas generation without firm service may be subject to interruption during periods of high 

gas demand. 
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 Regional coordination can play a key role in responding to gas generation curtailments 

during extreme weather. 

 The loss of critical gas infrastructure presents a plausible risk not traditionally considered 

in electric sector reliability planning. 

 Impacts of new large loads on the adequacy of gas transportation infrastructure depend 

on the extent to which those loads rely upon incremental expansions or existing pipelines. 

 Extreme events that affect multiple regions simultaneously could cause loss of electric 

load. 

 

A number of recommended next steps were discussed including: increasing the dialogue between 

gas and electric bulk system operators and regulators; studying region-specific issues to address 

potential constraints at a more geographically granular level; and incorporating additional 

vulnerabilities into traditional reliability planning, such as curtailment of interruptible gas 

generators and gas infrastructure outages. 

 Mr. Schlag provided an update on Phase 2 of the study which is underway. The focus of Phase 2 

is short-term operational flexibility to meet increased volatility in hourly electric industry natural 

gas demand due to higher penetration of variable renewable resources.  This is a more granular 

analysis which will include transient hydraulic modeling. There are six areas targeted for case 

studies:  (1) Southern California; (2) Northern California; (3)“Power Plant Alley” on the El Paso 

Southern Mainline in Arizona; (4) GTN pipeline near Stanfield; (5) I-5 Corridor of the Williams 

Northwest pipeline; and  (6) Colorado Front Range. Most of the case studies will include 

intraday hydraulic modeling.   Each of these cases highlights a potential operational challenge 

and could also serve as a broader example for other areas or systems with similar attributes. 

After the presentation, the Board members asked questions of the gas-electric panelists and 

offered observations. A number of the questions and observations were in regard to the next 

phase (Phase 3) of the study.  Funding (SPSC ARRA) has been set aside for an additional 

segment of work on gas-electric interdependencies.  At this time, the intention is to use the funds 

to address solutions to any constraints or challenges identified in Phase 1 and/or 2. There was 

interest in how broad the range of potential solution opportunities would be. Staff explained that 

both electric and gas side solutions would be considered, for example, it may be that electric side 

solutions such as EIM would be the most direct, once institutional issues are addressed. In 

addition, gas side solutions such as storage would be part of the solution set considered as well as 

application of new technologies.  The RFP for Phase 3 has not yet been developed and will 

depend on the results of the current work.  Phase 3, beginning with development of the RFP, will 

begin immediately after Phase 2 is completed.   

Coordination among Western States on Petroleum Issues 

Lynn Westfall, Director, EIA Office of Energy Markets and Financial Analysis: 



The resurrected Outlook for Refinery Outages and Available Refinery Capacity in the First Half 

of 2014 was published in late February, 2014.  This report was previously published by EIA, 

2008-2011, and directly addresses petroleum product pricing and related concerns of some 

Western states.  Petroleum Administration for Defense District (PADD) V was the focus, given 

the petroleum product price spikes experienced by certain states in that PADD in 2012. 

Two types of refinery units, the crude distillation unit (CDU) and the fluid catalytic cracking unit 

(FCCU), are the focus of EIA analysis.  CDUs produce middle distillate that is refined into 

diesel, jet fuel, and heating oil; FCCUs produce gasoline.  Planned outages and historical average 

unplanned outages are used to derive potentially available refinery capacity which, in turn, is 

compared with petroleum product demand (derived using EIA’s Short-Term Energy Outlook; 

STEO).  Since actual refinery outage data for early 2014 are now available, predicted outage data 

are also compared with actual outage data.   

Potentially available refinery CDU capacity in PADD V exceeded STEO in all months in the 

first half of 2014.  Interestingly, actual CDU capacity was greater than that calculated as 

potentially available.  In the case of planned outages, those planned for April were shifted to 

February; for unplanned outages, they were dramatically less in 2014 than the historic average.  

Potentially available refinery FCCU capacity in PADD V exceeded STEO in all months.  Similar 

to CDU capacity, unplanned outages were dramatically less in 2014 than the historic average.  

Actual FCCU capacity was well-matched to potentially available capacity for the months 

examined. 

Improvements to this report going forward were discussed.  Examples of such improvements 

include consideration of other refinery unit types and sub-PADD analyses. 

Targeted Roundtable Discussion on Selected Topics of Mutual Interest 

Jeff Ackermann, Colorado: 

Over the past year, the Colorado Energy Office (CEO) has new funding and adopted new 

mission and vision statements.  Ackermann highlighted two CEO initiatives in the roundtable: 

(1) net metering, and (2) agricultural energy efficiency.  Like other states, the net metering issue 

became a hot topic because different constituencies have become very concerned about core 

interests associated with the future of net metering.  The CEO took an active role to reframe the 

issue in Colorado to promote a productive conversation that could potentially balance these 

different interests.  The CEO focused the dialogue on two key questions: 1) Does a cost shift 

occur with solar net metering?; (2) If there is a cost shift, how can tariffs/rates remedy the cost 

shift? The methodological steps to address the issue focused on the data needed to answer the 

questions, and the appropriate type of proceeding to address this issue.  A discussion ensued with 

other Board members acknowledging that net metering was an important topic in their 

jurisdiction and some discussion on the underlying forces motivating the intensity of the issue.  

http://www.eia.gov/petroleum/refinery/outage/
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In the spring, Governor Hickenlooper directed the CEO and the Colorado Department of 

Agriculture (CDA) to develop a new agricultural energy efficiency program designed to reduce 

energy costs in the agricultural sector.  The CEO and CDA are launching a pilot to advance 

energy efficiency in Colorado dairies and powered irrigation systems.  Phase 1 of the pilot will 

begin with no-cost energy audits that will be followed in Phase 2 by implementation of the 

energy efficiency improvements.  

Mike Balfour, Saskatchewan: 

Saskatchewan faces an energy and climate change challenge given its historic economic growth, 

its reliance on coal generation for electricity, and a national Canadian policy to mandate Carbon 

Capture and Sequestration (CCS) technology on new and existing coal plants.  Saskatchewan has 

been on the leading front to move CCS technology to a commercial level.  The two geologic 

sequestration options in Saskatchewan are Enhanced Oil Recovery (EOR) and saline aquifer 

disposal.  The use of EOR at the Weyburn oil field has stimulated higher oil production.  The 

Aquistore project is investigating saline storage in Saskatchewan.  A new carbon dioxide capture 

facility now complements the Boundary Dam project (150 MW) and will begin its first phase of 

testing next week.  The facility is designed for a 90% capture rate.  Saskatchewan encourages 

others to participate in the process, collaborate on the learning process, and advance the 

technology forward.  It hopes to lower the future costs of development although the current 

project has experienced some cost overruns.   

David James, Alberta: 

Alberta is an energy rich province that takes pride in its policies for responsible energy 

development.  Alberta has proven oil reserves of 170 billion barrels (3rd globally), oil production 

of 2.5 million barrels per day (1.9 million barrels per day from oil sands), and has natural gas 

production of 10.1 million cubic feet per day.  Alberta pursues an integrated resource 

management approach that features input across multiple provincial agencies including the 

Ministry of Energy, the Ministry of Environment and Sustainable Resource Development, the 

Alberta Energy Regulator, the Aboriginal Consultation Office, and the Alberta Environmental 

Monitoring, Evaluation and Reporting Agency.  In 2008, Alberta adopted a climate change 

strategy that targeted reducing emissions by 200 Mt by 2050 or 14% below 2005 levels.  

Alberta’s 2007 gas emitters policy put a price on carbon equal to $15/tonne and allowed for the 

purchase of offsets.  Alberta views CCS as a key part of its climate change policy and has $1.3 

billion committed to two commercial scale projects.  Alberta has taken numerous other steps 

under its climate change actions including avoiding 40 million tonnes of emissions since 2007 

and investing nearly $400 million into a clean energy technology fund.  Alberta’s electrical 

generation capacity is in the process of shifting from primarily coal generation (66% in 1996; 

41% in 2014) to greater reliance on gas generation capacity today and the future (41% in 2014; 

62% in 2032) and wind energy (8% in 2014; 11% in 2032).  Natural gas and cogeneration are 

also expected to be an increasing share of Alberta’s electricity sector.   



David James invited the Board to come to Alberta for its Board meeting next year.  He proposed 

that the Board come to Edmonton and take a tour of the oil sands.  As another option, the Board 

could hold its next meeting in Calgary.   

Alan Barber, British Columbia: 

This presentation focused on integrated resource (IRP) planning in BC.  As a starting point in 

IRP planning, the BC Clean Energy Act specifies 16 energy objectives.  Three key objectives 

specify the following: 1) 93% of all electricity must come from clean or renewable sources; 2) 

use renewable power to help the province meet its greenhouse gas reduction targets; and 3) 66% 

of future load increases should be met by conservation and efficiency.  BC faces unprecedented 

load growth in the northern part of the province related to liquefaction of natural gas (LNG) 

development, mining, and gas shale development.  LNG development could increase electric 

loads by 3000 GWh by 2020.  Mining loads may double by 2022.  Shale gas may expand from 

its current 1000 GWh today to about 5000 GWh in 2033.   

Recommendations from the BC IRP process include the following items.  Conservation is a first 

priority with targets set to achieve 7800 GWh in energy savings, and 1400 MW of generating 

capacity is proposed to be added by 2021.  Reduce costs by reducing the current portfolio of IPP 

resource and maintaining options for the future.  Continue to advance the Site C hydro project on 

the Peace River with the proposed 1100 MW dam.  Support LNG development to assist in 

securing supplies of power for ancillary loads for planned in BC.  Finally, the IRP is subject for 

further review in 2015.   

Lisa Schwartz, Oregon: 

The Oregon report focused on alternative fuels and steps to meet a state goal to expand 

alternative fuels in fleets of cars.  In Oregon, the transportation sector accounts for 33% of total 

energy use and 56% of total energy cost based on 2010 data.  Gasoline costs are taking an 

increasing bite of household income in Oregon rising from 3.61% in 2000 to 6.95% in 2012.  

Governor Kitzhaber’s 10 Year Energy Action Plan includes a core goal to accelerate the market 

transition to a more efficient and cleaner transportation sector.  The Action Plan specifically calls 

for accelerating fleet turnover to alternative fuels such that 20% of large fleets use alternative 

fuel by 2022.  In 2007, Oregon adopted a statutory Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) that requires 

gasoline to have 10% ethanol and diesel products contain 5% biodiesel.  The critical issue is 

ensuring that Oregon attains these stated goals.  The strategy in Oregon is to utilize a group of 

tools to facilitate fleet transitions to alternative fuels.  These tools include (1) Energy Incentive 

Program (EIP) provides a 35% tax credit for fueling infrastructure and new fleet vehicles; (2) the 

revolving loan fund for public agencies and tribes; (3) the biodiesel highway tax exemption; and 

(4) natural gas and alternative LPG fuel fee.  While Oregon’s goal is aggressive, it is feasible and 

can be met with good planning.  

Rebecca Wagner, Nevada: 



The Nevada presentation examined findings of a recent study on the benefits and costs of NV 

Energy joining the Energy Imbalance Market (EIM) proposed by CAISO and PacifiCorp.  NV 

Energy performed a study to estimate and evaluate the impacts of participating in the EIM.  The 

contractors ABB and E3 completed the analysis for NV Energy.  The benefits were quantified 

for two study years (2017 and 2022) and across three areas: real time unit commitment; reducing 

flexibility reserves; and reducing renewable energy curtailments.  Different scenarios were 

analyzed using different assumptions.  The benefits of EIM participation ranged from $9 to $18 

million in the year 2017, and about $14 to $27 million in the year 2022.  Additional benefits 

were recognized associated with enhancing the ability to respond to imbalances, managing flows 

within transmission limits during dispatch, and improvement to situational awareness across 

participating balance areas.  Additionally, it helps respond to NERC and FERC concerns raised 

by the September 2011 outage in southern California.  The CAISO and PacifiCorp are planning 

to start up their EIM in October 2015.  

Samantha Julian, Utah: 

The Utah report covered brief updates on a large number of energy issues.  There is concern in 

Utah energy offices about the end of DOE’s ARRA funding at a time when there is a growing 

need to address renewable energy and energy efficiency work in the state.  One important 

emerging issue is that Utah has three solar energy zones recognized on federal lands.  On the net 

metering issue, Utah passed a bill last year that established a small charge for net metering in the 

state at $4.  Air quality and transportation were big issues during the recent legislative session.  

A bill approved this year calls for 50% of the state vehicle fleet to be converted in one year.  In 

the electric sector, Utah will see a coal plant closing next year.  The large IPP coal plant 

(LADWP majority owner) is planned to convert to natural gas in the future.  The TransWest 

Express transmission project came to the Utah legislature seeking a bill but it did not pass this 

session.  Electric charging stations are appearing in more locations in cities.  PacifiCorp signed 

new power purchase agreements for solar projects.  On the mining front, Utah has a potash mine, 

oil sand resources, and uranium mining. Utah wants to double its exports in the future across its 

natural resource sector of mining, minerals and energy.   

Janea Scott, California: 

The California report provided notice of upcoming work by the California Energy Commission 

(CEC) to develop its Integrated Energy Policy Report.  The CEC will be focusing on 

transportation in this effort.  Two upcoming workshops in particular may be of interest to others.  

In August, there will be a workshop on the implications of retirement of the San Onofre Nuclear 

Generating Station for electricity in southern California.  On June 23, there will be a workshop 

on the intersection of transportation, electricity and natural gas.  This workshop will explore the 

idea of “filling the belly of the duck” by charging electric vehicles during the day.  It will also 

examine the potential to use wind power to create hydrogen, as well as transport using natural 

gas pipelines.  The objective is to inquire about natural gas leakage and the potential for natural 



gas to play a role in transportation fuels.  Electric vehicles and natural gas powered vehicles are 

considered options to develop zero emission vehicles. 

 

Business Meeting 

With eight states (CA, CO, ID, MT, NV, OR, UT, WA (via webinar)) and three provinces (SK, 

AB, BC) participating, the Board took the following actions: 

 ● Approved the proposed FY 2014-2015 Board budget and work plan, and: 

● Authorized the acceptance of funds in the areas of radioactive waste, regional 

electricity cooperation, mine reclamation, transportation (including alternative 

fuels), energy efficiency and renewable energy, fossil energy, and cross-border 

energy trade; 

● Authorized the Executive Committee (Chairman, First Vice-Chairman, Second 

Vice-Chairman, and Treasurer) to approve, between meetings of the Board, the 

acceptance of funds in other areas, upon the written advice of members of the 

Board; 

● Authorized the Executive Committee to approve in the fall merit increases and 

the exact cost-of-living increase for employees based on the increase in the 

consumer price index for the Denver region; 

● Adopted, as a target, a minimum fund reserve equal to two times the difference 

between the proposed annual budget for core Board functions and forecasted dues 

in the year; and 

● Authorized the Executive Director, the Deputy Director, and the Treasurer to 

act as the financial agent of the Western Interstate Energy Board 

 ● Elected the following officers for the upcoming year: 

  ● Western Interstate Energy Board: 

   ● Chair – John Chatburn (ID) 

   ● First Vice-Chair – Lisa Schwartz (OR) 

   ● Second Vice-Chair – Jeff Ackermann (CO)  

   ● Treasurer – Tony Usibelli (WA) 

  ● Western Interstate Nuclear Board: 

http://westernenergyboard.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/04-17-14board-denver-budget-workplan.pdf


   ● Chair – John Chatburn (ID) 

   ● Vice-Chair – Jeff Ackermann (CO) 

   ● Treasurer – Tony Usibelli (WA) 

 ● Agreed to the following process for the search for a new Executive Director: 

● The WIEB Chair and Doug Larson send an email to all of the WIEB listservs 

announcing the Board’s search for a new Executive Director; 

● The email will request that the recipients pass along the notice to anyone who 

may be interested.  The email will also include a list of qualifications; 

● Before the email is sent, the list of qualifications will be sent to the Search 

Committee and Board for comment; 

● Staff will group and send to the Search Committee (WIEB Executive 

Committee plus Chair and Vice-Chair of WIRAB) all resumes that pass an initial 

screening.  Staff is authorized to eliminate resumes with obvious deficiencies in 

qualifications for the position; 

● The Search Committee would review applications forwarded by staff and 

recommend a candidate or candidates to the full Board.  The Search Committee 

would conduct interviews with top candidates, as needed; 

● The full Board would conduct telephone interviews with the top recommended 

candidate or candidates.  Under the WIEB bylaws, the Board would need to meet 

in person to appoint a new Executive Director; and 

● If this process fails to generate qualified applicants, the Search Committee will 

recommend to the Board an alternate course of action. 

● Agreed to the following general process for evaluating areas of future work by the 

Board: 

  ● The Board identifies topics of interest; 

● Staff does reconnaissance on the topic (e.g., literature search, inquires with 

experts in the field); 

● The Board convenes with other groups or experts on topic via webinar or 

meeting; 

  ● The Board decides if further work is needed; and 



● If further work is needed, the Board secures necessary resources to support the 

work.  

 ● Directed staff to explore the following areas of potential work: 

  ● 111(d): 

● Staff reconnaissance of existing western state programs that may reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions and could relate to compliance measures; and 

● More in-depth inventory may be one task of the SPSC 111(d) consulting 

contract scope of work. 

● Western state/provincial alternative transportation fuel goals, programs and 

targeted fuels; 

● Policy issues related to distributed generation/net metering/interval metering, 

potentially including: 

   ● Deferral of distribution system upgrades; 

   ● Methodologies used to evaluate net metering; and  

   ● Grid reliability impacts from distributed generation. 

● Incorporating gas deliverability risk in utility integrated resource planning (and 

WECC electric system adequacy studies).  This potential area of inquiry should 

be re-examined after results of Phase 2 Gas-Electric Interdependencies study; and 

● Follow-up webinar with EIA on evolving analysis of refinery outages and 

adequacy of product supply.  

All slides used in the presentations are linked to the meeting agenda.  Recordings of the meeting 

are available (April 24; April 25).  Thank you for a very productive meeting last week.  

 

 

http://westernenergyboard.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/04-22-14board-denver-agenda.pdf
https://westgov.adobeconnect.com/_a976899620/p5d8gwvfojf/?launcher=false&fcsContent=true&pbMode=normal
https://westgov.adobeconnect.com/_a976899620/p1y8fc1m0mc/?launcher=false&fcsContent=true&pbMode=normal

